Contemporarily, stylistics today has developed into its multiplicity -one of which is forensic stylistics.
In the 21 st century, stylistics as the study of style in language (McMenamin, 2012) has gone far beyond being conventional. Applied linguists observe and analyze the chronically idiosyncratic representation of authors (or speakers) particularly by looking into the style markers they use in order to determine the linguistic regularities portrayed by them. In turn, this can be described as peculiar, and thus be used to detect the writing style of an individual. Stylistics traditionally lays its emphasis on the stringent adherence to language to syntactic accuracy and social correctness in terms of literary stylistics, which has placed itself to contemporary stylistics such as forensic stylistics, an area of innovative linguistic exploration at present.
Forensic stylistics, a sub-branch of forensic linguistics, is the analysis of linguistic differences of written language in dispute (McMenamin, 2012) . As its focus is on the consistent and varying use of language, the concentration of a legal document under investigation is on handwriting, computer-generated documents, inks, to name a few. While forensic stylistics is something new as far as stylistics is concerned, it is yet a fertile ground of linguistic analysis, as forensic linguistics is an emergent field of linguistic studies in the Philippines. Concurrently, analyzing forensic or legal texts is actually receiving a growing interest or popularity (Cruz & Pariña, 2015) among linguists. In addition, studies on the authorship of legal English discourse are an aspect which applied linguists, if not often, seldom put their attention to.
Having exposed the aforementioned, this paper addresses these gaps by investigating a linguistic facet of legal English discourse, i.e. adverbials, found in the Supreme Court decisions in Philippine English (henceforth PhE) drafted by two Supreme Court justices in the Philippines. Vitally, Finegan (2012) asserts that adverbials are not given much-paid consideration as far as legal language is concerned. Judges' dispositions furthermore manifest in the writing style they lay against Supreme Court decisions (Ambwani, 2015) despite the detachment expected of them. Likewise, this study humbly attempts at analyzing the stylistics of adverbial expressions of attitude and emphasis in Supreme Court decisions in PhE and implicating its findings towards the pedagogy of English for Legal Purposes (ELP).
This paper begins with a discussion of legal discourse, Supreme Court decisions, and Philippine English. It then elucidates on adverbials of attitude and emphasis and their syntactic features and synthesizes stylistic analyses of legal documents. Subsequent are the research questions, method, findings and discussion, and conclusion. Apart from the study's implications to ELP, it also emphasizes potential directions for future (forensic) stylistics studies.
or no punctuation are employed except periods (Alabi, 2011) . Supreme Court decisions are just one of the legal texts that possess these distinctions.
Being a sub-legislative legal discourse, Supreme Court decisions on the grounds of order are the final product of court proceedings. While its style differs from one judge to another, it reflects the disposition of a judge as he has his own way of writing (Ambwani, 2015) . Though it uses legal language, it should be understood by individuals who lost in the case. In civil law, according to Ambwani (2015) , decisions may be long or short. Long and justified decisions are required in original suits such as permanent injunctions, contract performance, and document cancellations to name a few. Short decisions are drafted in matters like review, preliminary issues, summary suits, and so on. Legally, the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908 and Code of Criminal Procedure, 1973 elucidate the tenets for writing judgments. However, Ambwani (2015) argues that decisions still have the judge's preference to choose his language and writing style. A judgment is a work of a judge who acts his reasoning and provides truthful opinions that the appellate Court should discern no error or misleading supposition. It also reflects the integrity, fairness, worthiness, and intellectual honesty of a judge as an active member of morally legal tradition. Legally, a decision should start with accurate presentation of facts, root of case, and the fashion in which the case reached the Court. While all of these should be drawn from the accounts of Court proceedings, only relevant pieces of evidence and/or narratives must be expressed precisely and clearly. Before inscribing the findings on the judgment, all relevant pieces of evidence must be deliberated by the judges. There are no definite rules as to how a finding may be recorded, but the judge should support his findings with reasons. This time, he has to be guided by the standards of drafting judgments since he may also possess preferences, predispositions, partiality, and subjectivity (Ambwani, 2015) until he arrives at a conclusion. The judgment can be drafted plainly and simply. Plain and simple English language involves linguistic features not limited to reasonably average sentence length, short words, no double negatives, active voice, parallel structure, no excessive references and mazes, and legalism overuse. All of this adds quality to the judgment, and whatever legal language (orthodox or plain) through which it is expressed speaks the character of a judge (Ambwani, 2015) . Generally, however, the English language is the language of law. Since English varies in one language domain to another as it differs from one sociolinguistic context to another, the English used in drafting Court decisions in the United States is definitely not the English that is used in writing Court decisions in the Philippines.
Thus, Philippine English is the variety of English that Filipino judges use in expressing their decisions in Supreme Court judgments.
While trailblazing syntactic studies of PhE were innovated by Llamzon (1969) , corpus-based studies of PhE using the International Corpus of EnglishPhilippines (ICE-PHI) can be officially traced in Bautista's monograph, Defining Standard Philippine English: Its Status and Grammatical Structure which describes subject-verb concord, tense and aspect, articles, prepositions in PhE (Bautista, 2000) . Since then, various local and foreign linguists succeeded and explored the syntactic aspect of PhE. Albeit copious studies on PhE were based on the ICE-PHI, profuse analyses of PhE utilized other corpora such as academic essays (Yumul-Florendo, 2012) , newspapers (Hernandez, 2017; Gustilo, 2011) , college textbooks (Bernardo, 2013) , research articles (Gustilo, 2010) , and lesson plans (Peña, 1997) had been undertaken. Any written discourse drafted by educated Filipinos is corpora of PhE that could be used as data for linguistic analyses. According to Martin (2014) , educated Filipinos are those who have finished their formal education, for example, bachelor, master, and doctoral degrees. Hence, legal texts such as Supreme Court decisions written by Filipino judges and fiscals, which are learned, are actually PhE corpora. The link between Supreme Court decisions and PhE raises an impetus for stylistic analyses focusing on adverbials of attitude and emphasis. Finegan (2012) argues that adverbials are interesting foci of inquiry on a number of grounds. As they modify three content words, i.e. verbs, adjectives, adverbs, and entire clauses, thus, they show notable syntactic flexibility. Moreover, they signify attitude or stance, and emphasis. Adverbial markers that signify attitudes are, appropriately, correctly, fortunately, unfortunately, surprisingly, remarkably, inexplicably, importantly, significantly, happily, properly, and unfortunately (Finegan, 2012) . For example (Finegan, 2012, p. 72 Quirk et al., (1985) treat adverbs of attitude as disjuncts that express value judgments (Dita, 2011) . Specifically, "they convey some evaluation towards what is said" (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 621) (Quirk et al., 1985) .
Adverbials of attitude and emphasis, as well as their syntactic features
The second is the adverbs of attitude that express judgment carrying the absence of implication to the subject of the sentence or clause. Quirk et al., (1985, pp. 621-622) (e.g. fortunately, unfortunately, happily, unhappily, luckily, unluckily, sadly, tragically) (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 622) .
Adverbials of attitude are not as much as adverbials of emphasis (Finegan, 2012) in legal texts. What are more abundant are adverbials of emphasis or emphatic adverbs that add prominence to the content but not alter it or do not modify content itself. Simply, indeed, merely, clearly, plainly, precisely, surely, readily, of course, particularly, actually, in fact, certainly, full, especially, highly are examples (Finegan, 2012) . For instance, Finegan (2012, p. 73 While these disjuncts are placed anywhere in a sentence, Dita (2011) explains that their common positions in clauses are initial (I), medial (M), and final (F). Common in written discourse, they are set off by commas from the clauses they belong; hence, they are detached. Dita (2011, p. 40) In addition, they appear in split infinitives, other functors, before conjunctions, or within a noun phrase (Dita, 2011) . Dita illustrates them as follows (Dita, 2011, pp. 40-41 Quirk et al. (1985) , and Dita (2011) give detailed and clear explications about adverbials of attitude and emphasis, it seems that there has been uncharted stylistic analysis as regards these adverbials in Supreme Court decisions in PhE. This is actually suggested by the following studies driven by the macro levels of language: graphology, syntax, and lexicon (Simpson, 2004) . By far, the current stylistic analyses of legal texts report about graphological, lexical, and syntactic features of legal discourse, while others focus on their microfeatures. On the macro level, Krivchikova et al. (2015) investigated the stylistics of legislative texts, i.e. grouped into three main genres: the laws, sub-legislative statements, and scientific special legal literature, which belong to the official-business-style. Similar to other styles of written discourse, legislative texts are characterized by narrow scope, standardization, expression and imagery, brevity and compactness, connectedness and continuity, impersonality and objectivity. However, they differ in terms of syntax, archaism, and conservatism.
Relatively, Feng (2012) discussed the stylistic features of legal English graphologically, lexically, and syntactically. Graphologically, legal English uses common capitalization, font style, and font size. Lexically, it is nuanced by archaisms, loan words from Latin and French, and technical words. Syntactically, it utilizes statements and complex sentences. These topographies of legal English also manifest in the study of Zhu and Wu (2011) who examined the stylistic features of English for business contracts from both a lexical and syntactic stance. The lexicon of business contracts is characterized as formal, archaic, loan, technical, and synonymous, while their syntax shows distinctiveness in terms of long sentences, and passive voice. Particularly, Khan, and Khan (2015) , and Nawaz, Bilal, Khan, and Ahmed (2013) determined the stylistic markers and (their communicative functions and styles) of a Supreme Court judgment. Through graphological, lexical, and syntactic analyses, Nawaz et al. arrived at a description of the stylistics of the legal text. At grapheme level, the judgment uses lay-out italicization, and bold text, capitalization, missing lines, and dots, punctuation, brackets, and abbreviations. Lexically, the text uses archaism, jargons, enumeration, and any. Syntactically, the data were discovered to have nominalizations, unique determiners, impersonality, lengthy and complex sentences, conditional sentences, prepositional phrases, passives, pre-and post-modifications, negatives, and deviation from the norm of legal language.
On the micro level, Lisina (2013) contrasted English and Norwegian stylistic features atypical to legal written discourse. Complex prepositions and verbs pairs were discovered as peculiar to both languages. While complex prepositions appear in both, they are more frequent in Norwegian texts. However, English legal texts use complex prepositions more consistently. Regarding verb pairs, English verbs have neutral connotations but are formal in the Norwegian counterpart. Furthermore, Cruz and Pariña (2015) focused on the subordinate clauses in Court resolutions drafted by two Supreme Court justices to determine whether the clause structures used by the two conform to the nature of legal written discourse. Using Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartvik's (1985) types of subordinate clauses for analysis, they found that the resolutions adhere to legal drafters' conventions of writing legal documents, that is, using nominal and relative clauses; thus, objective and detached.
Research questions
In synthesis, the studies above imply no (forensic) stylistic analysis of adverbial expressions of attitude and emphasis in Supreme Court decisions in PhE has been made in the Philippine context. Linguists of legal discourse infrequently treat adverbials in depth (Finegan, 2012) . More importantly, none of the above described the individual authorship of the legal drafters portrayed in the corpus they had written. Of the studies explored neither the adverbials of attitude and emphasis as stylistic markers or evidence of the customary and unconscious selections, which an author makes in his writing (McMenamin, 2012 2010 , to May 29, 2012 , during the term of RC. Other Supreme Court decisions were not selected since they had been drafted by Associate Justices. In terms of the number of overall tokens, each corpus contains more than 1000 to 5000 words. In sum, the data comprised of 160.087 words.
All the Supreme Court decisions in PhE are actually downloadable online at http://sc.judiciary.gov.ph/. As they are virtually accessible, the researcher copied and pasted each of them from the web page to Text Document (.txt) since this is the only format that AntConc and UAM Corpus Tool (see Data analysis below for description) accept for corpus analysis. Though WordCounter is more flexible as it accepts a variety of text formats such as Text Document, Microsoft Word, PowerPoint, Excel, and Portable Document Format (PDF), the .txt format was also used for the purpose of efficiency. Each text was documented through assigning a specific file name, that is, LAST NAME OF CHIEF JUSTICE-MONTH-DAY-YEAR (e.g. PUNO-02-15-2008) . For decisions that have identical dates, a small case letter is assigned by the end of the file name as in a, b, or c (e.g. PUNO-08-12-2008b) . This was done until all the texts were completely collected.
A top-down approach, the framework used in analyzing Supreme Court decisions is the one provided by Finegan (2012) , Quirk et al. (1985) , and Dita (2011) . Their descriptions regarding adverbials of attitude and emphasis were utilized as the basis for the investigation of the said stylistic markers. There are four categories with sub-categories of adverbials scrutinized in the study: (1) On a different note, the physical description of the two sets of corpus was generated and counted through the aid of three corpus linguistics tools: AntConc, WordCount, and UAM Corpus Tooluseful computer applications in analyzing language features. The UAM Corpus Tool strives for large corpora in which rare linguistic features can be extracted, features such as parsing, mood, transitivity, theme and rheme, modality, and tagging that linguists scrutinize (O'Donnell, 2016) . Conversely, WordCount is a web-based word, character, and syllable counter that gives a broad corpus description. It also includes readability, and keyword density (WordCounter, 2017) . AntConc is for concordancing and analyzing texts (Anthony, 2014) . Aside from this, AntConc gives concordance plot, file view, clusters, collocates, wordlist, and key wordlist. Through these softwares and online tool, specific adverbials of attitude and emphasis were efficiently located in, and their frequency count was easily generated. All three are manageable to use even without much training. They had helped the researcher in eliciting underlying components of the corpus that sometimes may not be seen by an analyst's naked eyes. Descriptive statistics, i.e. weighted average, was used to determine the frequency and percentages of the adverbials.
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Before providing the key findings, it is valuable to present first the physical description of the adverbials. In the interim, Table 1 gives the summary of the corpus' physical description by average number of tokens per sentence, total number of sentences, total number of tokens, and total number of adverbials. Note: Table 1 shows the physical description of the Supreme Court decisions in PhE.
As can be viewed, RP's corpus is lengthier as it contains 97, 759 tokens than RC's. Contrastingly, RP's sentences are more complex having 9.71 average number of tokens per sentence than RC's having 8.50. This finding is supported by the fact that the RP's average number of sentences is 368.11 which is higher than that of RC's 315.48. Legalese sentences, according to Tiersma (2000) , can be chunked into smaller pieces without compromising the content; thus, Cruz and Pariña (2015) assert that complexity in legalese sentences may be superfluous. It can be deduced that 9.71 average number of tokens per sentence is digestible pieces comprising each sentence of the judgments against the average number of 18 words for sentences to be understandable as argued by Strunk and White (2000) . Generally, RP's judgments somehow lack resemblance as evidenced by their scantly higher complexity across the physical aspects than that of RC's judgments. The complexity of RP's Supreme Court decisions is furthermore illustrated as they comprise 2, 166 adverbials which are relatively higher than RC's judgments that contain 1, 623 only.
Classes
Unlike Quirk et al. (1985) and Dita (2011) who provided two categories of adverbs (i.e. evaluation to the subject of the clause, and judgment to the whole clause) of attitude, the current study discovered another that is evaluation to an action performed by the subject of the clause. Correctly (13 occurrences), importantly (10 occurrences), necessarily (15 occurrences), and personally (28 occurrences) are the most repetitive among the 22 adverbials. Both RC and RP's writing styles illustrate resemblance as the classifications of those four adverbials they use are similar, while they also pose variations in one way or another. Due to RP's higher number of adverbials of attitude (i.e. RP-36.97% over RC-17.24%; RP-20.17% over RC-18.49%; RP-26.72% over RC-12.07%), he may be assessed as a judge who is more attached to his writings disparate of RC. This is more revealed in his use of personally. When evaluating an action being performed by the subject of the clause, RP utilized the term 16 times that is four notches higher than RC's which is 12 times only. Two cases in point are
CORONA-121211.txt
Complainant alleged that respondent Diaz personally demanded money from him… (Evaluation to an action performed by the subject of the clause) PUNO-093008.txt The practice of soliciting cases for the purpose of gain, either personally or through paid… (Evaluation to the subject of the clause)
In addition, RP uses correctly frequently for judging the whole clauses and evaluating the action done by the subject of the clause, unlike RC. Instances are as follows. Conviction and doubt are the classes of adverbials of emphasis found in the texts. Adverbials of conviction (365 cases) outnumbered adverbials of doubt (79 cases). This can be explained by the legal tenet that justices have to establish authority and institute command in writing decisions; thus, skepticism against the case of the judgments is discouraged and expected of them. Notably, RP uses more adverbials of conviction than RC as the first occurred 214 times while the latter came about 151 times only. RP, then, demonstrates greater conviction than RC by using multiple adverbials of emphasis. Most recurrent conviction adverbials of emphasis are clearly (i.e. RP-7.40% over RC-7.40%), in fact (i.e. RP-7.67% over RC-3.84%), indeed (i.e. RP-6.30% over RC-4.66%), merely (i.e. RP-6.58% over RC-2.74%), and fully (i.e. RP-5.48% over RC-3.29%). As RP uses more adverbials of conviction over RC, his samples are as follows. On the other hand, those that signify doubt are allegedly, apparently, presumably, likely, maybe, purportedly, and supposedly. Among these, allegedly is the most intermittent as it occurs 52 times far and beyond the other six. Likewise, it is unquestionably a legal term in forensic science as it is used habitually in the Supreme Court decisions in PhE. As can be seen, both RC (39 occurrences) and RP (40 occurrences) write using adverbials emphasizing doubt. While all of these adverbials can be synonymous in meaning and context, allegedly suggests that the two judges use it as the most legalistically appropriate adverbial of conviction among the seven as in the succeeding extracts. occurrences. Both indeed and in fact are equally occurring as they have 51.81% (42 cases). This is succeeded by merely that has 41.94% (34 occurrences), then, fully that has 27.14% (22 occurrences). Albeit differences of frequencies that can be seen on and between the judges, these are but little variations only. It can be inferred that both of their writing styles conform to the legal writing convention that judges should display certainty in their legal judgments so it would lead to no sign of qualm from Appellate court and other legal bodies (Ambwani, 2015) . As both adverbials of attitude and emphasis appear right before the specific points, entities, or events they modify, the two Chief Justices attempt at revealing strong precision in their conviction and/or doubt on the facts they present and argue. In Supreme Court decisions, regular medial position of adverbials therefore signifies accuracy in writing. Below, the robustness of using these adverbs of emphasis is illustrated by the extracts with adverbs italicized. The points they modify are underlined.
PUNO-050708.txt

PUNO-101008.txt
CORONA-020111.txt
PUNO-121605.txt …so she could get a passport and a visa to work in
Japan as a factory worker clearly showed that she was desperately in need of a job.
CORONA-121211.txt
Under the circumstances, respondent is clearly guilty of grave misconduct which the Court... Above, RP uses clearly to emphasize the verb showed and its direct object she was desperately in need of a job, while RC uses clearly to put more stress on the guilt of the subject. Below, RP employs allegedly to hint uncertainty towards the underlineding gerundial phrase using petitioners name in dealing with some immigration officials and employees, whereas RC utilizes allegedly to emphasize verb phrase made to him. Above, RP utilizes fully to modify supported, whereas RC uses it to determine obey. While medial placements of adverbs of attitude and emphasis are consistent and resembling in RP and RC, their frequencies are much distant from each other. It can be construed that both judges have unique stylistic variations.
PUNO-121605.txt
Environments
While there are four environments of both adverbials: in split infinitive, with functor or function word, before conjunction, and within a noun phrase (Dita, 2011) , the researcher however discovered three more categorized as before/after the verb, after an intensifier, and n/a which refer to adverbials that are in the initial position evaluating the whole clause and appear before the subject of the sentence. n/a has been used to avoid confusing it with the classes of adverbials of attitude and emphasis. RP and RC's adverbials are situated within particular environments with relatively high and low frequencies. Importantly, the ones that have greater frequencies have to be emphasized as they are suggestive of the recurrence of writing style. RP The first two extracts exemplify with functor as personally and necessarily. They are surrounded by function words either and or, that are conjuncts, for personally, and must (modal) and be (copula) for necessarily. Conversely, the second two have verbs succeeded by personally and necessarily. Personally is placed before delivered, while necessarily is situated before forfeits.
As regards the environments of adverbials of emphasis, more adverbs of emphasis have greater number of frequencies. They are generally surrounded by all environments provided by Dita (2011) . In detail, these are before/after the verb, after an intensifier, n/a (that means the same as that for adverbials of attitude), before an infinitive phrase, before a prepositional phrase, and before a clause. More specifically, with functor, within a phrase/clause, before/after the verb, and n/a have the paramount number of occurrences; they take in pairs simultaneously. With functor of RP (22.2%) and RC (17.86%) takes the highest frequency as it is the most recurrent of all the environments that have the most dominance. Within a noun phrase/clause ranks the second with RP having 14.8% and RC having 8.67%.
Before/after the verb notches the third spot, RP having 10.2% and RC having 7.65%, and n/a is the fourth, RC using 9.69% and RP 7.91%. They come across allegedly, clearly, indeed, in fact, and merely which were used the most by the two drafters. These extracts illustrate them. 
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Implications to ELP
After making an attempt of stylistically analyzing the two types of adverbials in Supreme Court decisions in PhE drafted by the two Chief Justices, this study anticipated that one may ask how do these stylistic aspects, i.e. classes, placements, and environments of adverbial expressions of attitude and emphasis implicate the pedagogical dimension of ELP? It is noteworthy to emphasize the pedagogical associations of these stylistic features toward (1) ELP professors or teachers, (2) law students and/or student lawyers, and (3) educated readers of Supreme Court decisions.
First, teachers of ELP may be provided with specific foci of teaching adverbials of attitude and emphasis in the ELP classroom. They could divide these foci into three as in classes, placements, and environments in that they can teach these aspects one at a time to their law students. Also, they may utilize the research interpretations and cited extracts given here as instances of authentic language for teaching forensic written discourse. As revealed by McMenamin (2012) and Finegan (2012) , the two adverbials are not given much attention in forensic discourse. Therefore, it may be necessary now to teach these micro-syntactic items in the ELP classroom. As it is, law students and/or student lawyers may learn the stylistics of the two adverbials in Supreme Court decisions drafted in PhE. Learning them could increase their repertoire in practicing writing this legal document. Ambwani, (2015) once noted that judges who are given tasks that include writing Court opinions should learn the appropriate fashion of writing them. Studying the three aspects of the two adverbials may supplant such a gap among legal drafters of Court judgments. Furthermore, students could decide which among these would best suit the points or claims they need to assert and accentuate with respect to their conviction or doubt in practicing writing Supreme Court judgments. Thirdly, educated readers may be informed about the underlying stylistic explanations on their uses. It is univocally important that they should also have the knowledge about their classes, placements, and environments; thus, making sense of the linguistic behavior of the two adverbials in Supreme Court decisions.
CONCLUSION
To the best knowledge of the researcher's and his endeavor of searching for forensic linguistics studies in the Philippines, he has found a dearth of research especially on adverbials of attitude and emphasis in legal documents. Equally important is the fact that these two adverbials are given less attention in forensic linguistics (McMenamin, 2012; Finegan, 2012) . More likely, forensic stylistics studies in the Philippines require resilient initiation to offer ELP teachers, law students, and/or student lawyers, and educated readers the writing style of justices in drafting court decisions. Therefore, this paper (forensically) stylistically analyzed the classes, placements, and environments of the two adverbials in Supreme Court decisions in PhE written by two Filipino Chief Justices.
Three classes were determined: evaluation to the subject of the clause, judgment to the whole clause, and evaluation to an action performed by the subject of the clause. Adverbials of attitude such as correctly, importantly, necessarily, and personally were the most frequent among the 22 adverbial expressions. RP's use of personally, being the most frequent in evaluating an action being performed by the subject of the clause, suggests his attachment when evaluating action and subject in Supreme Court decisions. Moreover, necessarily was marked in RP as it was absent in the writings of RC across the three classes. Thus, this entails RP's writing exhibits further certainty compared to the writing of RC. In contrast, adverbials of conviction outnumbered adverbials of doubt. RP demonstrates greater conviction than RC by using more multiple adverbials of emphasis. Most recurrent conviction adverbials of emphasis were clearly, in fact, indeed, merely, and fully, while the most frequent adverbial of doubt was allegedly. While most of the adverbials of doubt were utilized by the judges, allegedly, having the paramount occurrence simultaneous with their proximity of frequencies, suggests that the two judges use it as the most legalistically appropriate adverbial of doubt among the rest. Regarding placements, one prevailing stylistic feature of the two judges is that they placed both adverbials medially, and initially. Hence, both adverbials act right before the points they refer to which may be attributed to the justices' attempt at displaying exactitude in their conviction and/or doubt on the claims they present through their authorship. In the written discourse of Court decisions, therefore, the use of medial placement of adverbials indicates truthfulness in writing. While there are consistency and resemblance on the medial placement of adverbs of attitude between RP and RC, it can be inferred that both judges have unique stylistic variations since the frequencies of their respective medial positions are much distant from each other. They place their adverbials within particular adverbial environments with relatively high and low frequencies. In stylistic perspective, RP's attitudinal adverbial environments particularly with functor, and RC's before/after the verb can be said as their respective tendency of distinct authorships. Such environments are therefore suggestive of their varied writing styles.
While the findings are fairly sound and the interpretations understandable, some research trajectories could still be determined and further undertaken. One is that future studies may involve forensic discourse analysis in scrutinizing other linguistic dimensions of the discourse of Supreme Court judgments such as clauses, passives, and so on. Another is a different legal written discourse may be examined in terms of the adverbials explored in this study or other types of adverbs even, and contrast/compare its findings to the results of this paper. Doing this may pave way to revealing authorship variations in different written legal discourses. Univocally, a researcher may delve into utilizing more corpus linguistics tools in analyzing forensic texts. The researcher hopes that this study would provide a positive contribution to the field of forensic stylistics in the Philippines and that it may inspire applied linguists in exploring legal genres (forensically) stylistically. As forensic linguistics is an emerging field in the Philippines, there are more to be investigated today and in the future.
